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We rely on them to do a job in Afghani-
stan.

b 2350 

We rely on them to do jobs all over 
the world for the security of this Na-
tion. They certainly are entitled to the 
care of this Congress by making sure 
that they have first-class and the same 
good equipment as the regular Army. 
We will have a chance to vote on this 
tomorrow.

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
MUSGRAVE). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. KENNEDY) is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

(Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. PALLONE addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. HINCHEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. HINCHEY addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. SKELTON addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

THE INTRODUCTION OF THE COM-
PASSIONATE VISITOR VISA ACT 
TO FACILITATE THE TEM-
PORARY ADMISSION OF NON-
IMMIGRANT ALIENS IN CIR-
CUMSTANCES OF FAMILY EMER-
GENCY OF CITIZENS OR PERMA-
NENT RESIDENTS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Hawaii (Mr. CASE) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CASE. Madam Speaker, I rise today to 
introduce the compassionate Visitor Visa Act, 
a bill to facilitate the temporary admission into 
our country of nonimmigrant aliens, who 
present no security risk, in times of family 
emergency for close relatives that are United 
States citizens or legal permanent residents. 

Mr. Speaker, each of us tries to make the 
best decisions we can on the national and 
international issues of our day. But each of us 
is also committed to helping those we serve 
with their individual concerns, where the rub-
ber of our national policies meets the road of 
everyday life. And those of us who represent 
communities of proud immigrants maintaining 
close ties to their homelands know that a 
large, growing, and increasingly difficult and 
frustrating portion of our casework is devoted 
to immigration. 

In my own case, these issues involve citi-
zens and legal residents with ties to the coun-
tries of Asia and the Pacific, the Philippines 
foremost among them (my district has more 
Filipino-Americans than any other congres-
sional district in our country.) And of the re-
lated immigration concerns my constituents 
have sought my assistance with, none have 
been more difficult and heartwrenching than 
those involving the efforts of families to be re-
united in time of family emergency. 

Consider the following real-life examples 
from my own district experience: 

A U.S. citizen mother was diagnosed with a 
terminal illness. She wanted to see her daugh-
ter, a Philippine citizen, from whom she had 
been separated for 15 years, one last time. 
Her daughter had remained in the Philippines 
by choice with her husband and children when 
the rest of the family emigrated to the U.S. 
She had no desire to emigrate and was willing 
to travel to see her dying mother without her 
husband and children. Nonetheless, she was 
denied a temporary nonimmigrant visa to say 
a final farewell and to attend her mother’s fu-
neral because she was not able to dem-
onstrate affirmatively that she would in fact re-
turn to the Philippines. 

A terminally ill U.S. citizen had not seen any 
of her siblings for more than 20 years and 
wanted to see just one of them one last time. 
Her sister applied for a nonimmigrant visa to 
be able to visit and care for her sibling in her 
final days. Similarly, she was going to leave 
her own husband and young children behind 
in the Philippines. Her visa application was de-
nied, the reason cited being that because her 
husband’s income was modest and she was 
not employed, the assumption was the she 
would not return to the Philippines. 

Madam Speaker, these are compelling sto-
ries of a well-intentioned immigration policy 
gone very wrong. 

Let me first say that the problem these sto-
ries graphically illustrate and the solution my 
bill offers have nothing to do with preserving 
our homeland security. The reason for the re-
jection of these applicants was in no way re-
lated to any assessment of their security risk. 
They were subject to a security review like 
other applicants, and nothing in the compas-
sionate Visa Act would alter that. All of that 
stands as it is and as it should be. (I will com-
ment that resources to process security re-
views in a timely and efficient manner are 
woefully inadequate to meet demand, but that 
is another discussion.) 

The reason lies instead in the application of 
the presumption clause in current immigration 
law. In practice, applicants for nonimmigrant 
visas are presumed to be at risk of defaulting 
on their visas and remaining in our country il-
legally unless they can affirmatively prove that 
they will return to their countries. In the cases 
above, the applicants provided documentation 
to overcome this presumption and dem-

onstrate they had every reason to return to 
their country of origin: they maintained homes, 
businesses, bank accounts, and would leave 
other family members, often children, behind, 
but to no avail. 

We can and should have an in-depth debate 
about whether this policy, in theory and prac-
tice, is wise or fair across-the-board as to all 
nonimmigrant visa applicants, but this bill does 
not engage in that larger picture. What the 
Compassionate Visa Act does say, however, 
is that the presumption clause, as applied to 
close family members, who are not security 
risks, of U.S. citizens or legal permanent resi-
dents that are seriously ill or who have died, 
is wrong and should be changed. 

Opponents of the bill may argue that the re-
sults would be to detract from homeland secu-
rity and enhance the default rate on non-
immigrant visas. First, for the third time, noth-
ing in this bill changes or compromises proce-
dures designed to identify and weed out secu-
rity threats, so that cannot be used as an ex-
cuse to avoid the focus of this bill. Second, 
this bill does not say that consular officers 
cannot consider evidence of applicants’ will-
ingness to honor visa terms and return to their 
countries, but it does say that the deck won’t 
be virtually impossibly stacked against them 
from the get-go. And third, this bill applies only 
in the narrow case of an applicant whose 
close family member has a serious illness or 
has died or has some other similar family 
emergency, as demonstrated by proof to the 
satisfaction of the immigration officers. Frank-
ly, I don’t accept that changing the presump-
tion clause will increase the default rate. 

Madam Speaker, this is the right thing to do, 
and we should do it.

f 

SAY NO TO ADDED DEBT FOR OUR 
CHILDREN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. INSLEE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. INSLEE. Madam Speaker, this is 
not a debate about whether or not to 
fulfill our moral obligation to continue 
to work in Iraq. It is a debate about 
how to do it. It does not matter how we 
got into Iraq. We are there now. Ameri-
cans of all stripes, those who supported 
the war and those who oppose it, know 
in their hearts that we are united in 
our desire to support our proud troops 
in the field and to continue our work in 
Iraq. 

I will be joining the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. STUPAK) and others in 
an attempt to increase the pay of those 
men and women who are making such 
a sacrifice in Iraq and Afghanistan to-
morrow. But we owe these proud Amer-
icans in the field more than just that. 
We owe them a willingness to make 
some measure of sacrifice at home that 
is even the smallest fraction of the sac-
rifice they make overseas. 

The bill before us takes the irrespon-
sible road and fails to truly call upon 
us at home to actually pay for the 
costs of this war. This bill proposes to 
avoid any sacrifice at home by stealing 
every single dollar it spends from the 
Social Security trust fund to wage this 
war. Every single dollar proposed to be 
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spent will deplete the very funds that 
will be depleted by the forthcoming re-
tirement of the baby boom generation. 
Every single dollar spent will be new 
debt foisted upon the shoulders of our 
children. Every single dollar that will 
be borrowed could hinder our economic 
recovery. 

Why is this? Why is this short-sight-
ed way being taken? Well, it is the ad-
diction to the credit cards and it is 
wrong. It is a multi-billion dollar 
moral wrong to our children who have 
this debt put on their shoulders. And 
there is a better way. 

We ought to ask for the smallest sac-
rifice at home to match that of our 
troops and reduce just a portion of the 
tax cut that people who earn over 
$300,000 will otherwise receive to pay 
for this war. 

Do you know anyone who thinks that 
is unfair? Now, I remember the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) urged 
us to fight. Well, we will do that, but 
we cannot just fight the war in Iraq. 
We have got to fight the war on the 
Federal deficit too. And this bill will 
only fight one of those wars. We ought 
to have the courage to fight both. 

If it is important enough for us to 
ask our troops to pay for this war with 
their lives, with their limbs, then it 
ought to be important enough for us to 
pay for this war without passing the 
cost on to our children, on to our sol-
diers’ children. 

This bill guarantees defeat. It runs 
up the white flag in the face of the def-
icit. It cuts and runs from the war on 
the Federal deficit and we should fight 
both. 

Today there are men and women 
standing up for us in Iraq and we ought 
to stand up for them and say yes to 
supporting our troops and stand up for 
their children and say no to $87 billion 
in debt.

f 

STATUS REPORT ON CURRENT 
SPENDING LEVELS OF ON-BUDG-
ET SPENDING AND REVENUES 
FOR FY 2004 AND THE 5-YEAR PE-
RIOD FY 2004 THROUGH FY 2008
Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I am transmitting 

a status report on the current levels of on-
budget spending and revenues for fiscal year 

2004 and for the five-year period of fiscal 
years 2004 through 2008. This report is nec-
essary to facilitate the application of sections 
302 and 311 of the Congressional Budget Act 
and section 501 of the conference report on 
the concurrent resolution on the budget for fis-
cal year 2004 (H. Con. Res. 95). This status 
report is current through October 15, 2003. 

The term ‘‘current level’’ refers to the 
amounts of spending and revenues estimated 
for each fiscal year based on laws enacted or 
awaiting the President’s signature. 

The first table compares the current levels 
of total budget authority, outlays, and reve-
nues with the aggregate levels set forth by H. 
Con. Res. 95. This comparison is needed to 
enforce section 311(a) of the Budget Act, 
which creates a point of order against meas-
ures that would breach the budget resolution’s 
aggregate levels. The table does not show 
budget authority and outlays for fiscal years 
2004 through 2008, because appropriations 
for those years have not yet been considered. 

The second table compares the current lev-
els of budget authority and outlays for discre-
tionary action by each authorizing committee 
with the ‘‘section 302(a)’’ allocations made 
under H. Con. Res. 95 for fiscal year 2004 
and fiscal years 2004 through 2008. ‘‘Discre-
tionary action’’ refers to legislation enacted 
after the adoption of the budget resolution. A 
separate allocation for the Medicare program, 
as established under section 401(a)(3) of the 
budget resolution, is shown for fiscal year 
2004 and fiscal years 2004 through 2013. This 
comparison is needed to enforce section 
302(f) of the Budget Act, which creates a point 
of order against measures that would breach 
the section 302(a) discretionary action alloca-
tion of new budget authority for the Committee 
that reported the measure. It is also needed to 
implement section 311(b), which exempts 
committees that comply with their allocations 
from the point of order under section 311(a). 

The third table compares the current levels 
of discretionary appropriations for fiscal year 
2004 with the ‘‘section 302(b)’’ allocations of 
discretionary budget authority and outlays 
among Appropriations subcommittees. This 
table also compares the current level of total 
discretionary appropriations with the section 
302(a) allocation for the Appropriations Com-
mittee. These comparisons are needed to en-
force section 302(f) of the Budget Act because 
the point of order under that section equally 
applies to measures that would breach either 
the section 302(a) allocation or the applicable 
section 302(b) suballocation. 

The last table gives the current level for 
2005 of accounts identified for advance appro-
priations under section 501 of H. Con. Res. 
95. This list is needed to enforce section 501 
of the budget resolution, which creates a point 
of order against appropriation bills that contain 
advance appropriations that are: (i) not identi-
fied in the statement of managers or (ii) would 
cause the aggregate amount of such appro-
priations to exceed the level specified in the 
resolution.

REPORT TO THE SPEAKER FROM THE COMMITTEE ON THE 
BUDGET—STATUS OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2004 CON-
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ADOPTED IN H. CON. RES. 95

[Reflecting action completed as of October 15, 2003—on-budget amounts, 
in millions of dollars] 

Fiscal year 
2004

Fiscal years 
2004–2008

Appropriate Level: 
Budget Authority ...................................... 1,880,555 (1) 
Outlays ..................................................... 1,903,502 (1) 
Revenues .................................................. 1,325,452 8,168,933

Current Level: 
Budget Authority ...................................... 1,872,765 (1) 
Outlays ..................................................... 1,890,048 (1) 
Revenues .................................................. 1,331,108 8,377,091

Current Level over (+)/under (¥) Appropriate 
Level: 

Budget Authority ...................................... ¥7,790 (1) 
Outlays ..................................................... ¥13,454 (1) 
Revenues .................................................. 5,656 208,158

1 Not applicable because annual appropriations Acts for fiscal years 2005 
through 2008 will not be considered until future sessions of Congress. 

BUDGET AUTHORITY 

Enactment of measures providing new 
budget authority for FY 2004 in excess of 
$7,790,000,000 (if not already included in the 
current level estimate) would cause FY 2004 
budget authority to exceed the appropriate 
level set by H. Con. Res. 95. 

OUTLAYS 

Enactment of measures providing new out-
lays for FY 2004 in excess of $13,454,000,000 (if 
not already included in the current level es-
timate) would cause FY 2004 outlays to ex-
ceed the appropriate level set by H. Con. Res. 
95. 

REVENUES 

Enactment of measures that would result 
in revenue reduction for FY 2004 in excess of 
$5,656,000,000 (if not already included in the 
current level estimate) would cause revenues 
to fall below the appropriate level set by H. 
Con. Res. 95. 

Enactment of measures resulting in rev-
enue for FY 2004 through 2008 in excess of 
$208,158,000,000 (if not already included in the 
current level estimate) would cause revenues 
to fall below the appropriate levels set by H. 
Con. Res. 95.

DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION—COMPARISON OF CURRENT LEVEL WITH AUTHORIZING COMMITTEE 302(a) ALLOCATIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY ACTION REFLECTING ACTION 
COMPLETED AS OF OCTOBER 15, 2003

[Fiscal years, in millions of dollars] 

House Committee 
2004 2004–2008 Total 2004–2013 Total 

BA Outlays BA Outlays BA Outlays 

Agriculture: 
Allocation .................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 0 0 0 0 n.a. n.a. 
Current Level .............................................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 0 0 0 n.a. n.a. 
Difference ................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 0 0 0 0 n.a. n.a. 

Armed Services: 
Allocation .................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 70 34 70 70 n.a. n.a. 
Current Level .............................................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 0 0 0 n.a. n.a. 
Difference ................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ¥70 ¥34 ¥70 ¥70 n.a. n.a. 

Education and the Workforce: 
Allocation .................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 39 47 201 245 n.a. n.a. 
Current Level .............................................................................................................................................................................................................. 2 1 2 2 n.a. n.a. 
Difference ................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ¥37 ¥46 ¥199 ¥243 n.a. n.a. 

Energy and Commerce: 
Allocation .................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ¥170 ¥170 439 439 n.a. n.a. 
Current Level .............................................................................................................................................................................................................. 1,502 254 949 1,051 n.a. n.a. 
Difference ................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,672 424 510 612 n.a. n.a. 

Financial Services: 
Allocation .................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 0 375 0 1,250 n.a. n.a. 
Current Level .............................................................................................................................................................................................................. ¥1 ¥1 ¥2 ¥2 n.a. n.a. 
Difference ................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ¥1 ¥376 ¥2 ¥1,252 n.a. n.a. 
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